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[Vol. 11:325 sistently proven, over time, to be a very effective and useful approach to the interrogation challenge. I would like to begin by posing three fundamental questions that would seem to be most germane to our discussions here today:
1. Are human rights a vital national interest? 2. Is interrogation a critical means of collecting irreplaceable information in support of a nation's interests? 3. Do human rights and interrogation represent incompatible interests?
I won't spend time in addressing the first question as those of us gathered here for this important symposium would categorically agree: beyond the moral and legal arguments, respect for human rights promotes and enhances the role of a nation in the international domain and materially influences how a nation is viewed by both its allies and potential adversaries.
The answer to the second question is a bit more complex. Given the lingering public controversy over how this nation conducts the interrogation of detainees, 1 one might understandably wonder if the possible outcome (i.e., the intelligence collected) outweighs the dimmed perception of the American character that has resulted from the graphic reports of prisoner abuses.
2 The short answer to that specific question is that it does not.
However, given the nature of the asymmetric counterterrorist and counterinsurgent efforts, where linked networks of non-State actors are difficult to identify, much less understand through technical means of intelligence collection (e.g., signals and imagery intelligence), interrogation has become a primary means of gaining insight into the vital centers of gravity such as planning, financing, safe havens, and training. 3 In sum, the most direct and productive path to collecting much-needed intelligence in this context is to ask the only individuals who might know: a captured terrorist or insurgent.
If, however, interrogators believe they must employ coercive means to obtain this information, wouldn't those methods (as noted earlier) create the circumstances where damage to the nation's image offsets the value of the information? Wouldn't such activities drive a wedge between the United States and its allies while concurrently inflaming our adversaries? The answer lies in a better understanding of what interrogation truly is and, perhaps more importantly, what it is not.
The popular view of interrogation is unfortunately shaped more by fiction than fact. Most of us have been exposed to some form of interrogation through the entertainment media. As a result, too many people-including some senior government officials-have formed strong opinions about interrogation solely based on these fictionalized portrayals written by Hollywood screenwriters (who, it should be emphasized, are unlikely to have any direct experience with real-world interrogations). In an attempt to correct the public misperception of this arcane craft, I offer the following brief overview of its key features. Interrogation is:
• systematic questioning of an individual (i.e., the source) who is believed to possess information of intelligence value.
• In instances where the source resists answering questions, the interrogator may attempt to gain a useful degree of cooperation through subtle efforts of persuasion. The strategies most commonly employed incorporate the same six principles of persuasion we are exposed to almost daily in the form of advertising (i.e., social proof, reciprocity, authority, consistency, liking, and scarcity 4 ).
• Interrogation, at its core, involves both a carefully managed exchange of information and a vigilant management of the relationship. In this regard, interrogation shares a considerable degree of structure and process with negotiation and conflict resolution. If we lived in a purely amoral world and conducted our affairs with little regard for the law, I would submit that adhering to this standard of conduct would still be in our best interests. I base this assertion on over twenty years of experience conducting and studying interrogations as well as the feedback I consistently receive from the most accomplished interrogators from both the law enforcement and intelligence communities. To emphasize the point once again, this combined experience strongly suggests that over time (1) strategies that focus on what is commonly referred to as a rapport-based approach have consistently proven to be highly effective in gathering accurate, comprehensive, and timely intelligence, 7 and (2) strategies that employ coercive themes have consistently proven ineffective in gathering accurate, comprehensive, and timely intelligence.
In making the argument against the use of coercive measures in interrogation, there are two compelling psychophysical and strategic reasons that speak directly to the heart of the difference between a rapport-based approach and one that relies on force. First, it must be clearly understood that, under the right conditions (or, more appropriately, the wrong conditions), any given individual can apply force in a way that would cause any other individual to respond in a specific manner. For example, under prolonged duress, dire threats, and/or the application of severe pain, an individ- ual can be compelled to answer any question-including questions for which they have no relevant answer. 8 When coercion is employed along with its seemingly inseparable partner, the leading question, the individual under duress will soon make an inescapable calculus: answer the question in the manner clearly desired by the overseer (I do not deign to label this individual an interrogator) and the pain will cease. In addition to creating the potential for forced fabrication, the overseer of coercion is left without any reasonable means of assessing the prisoner's veracity from the observation of body language or careful attunement to speech and tonality that would be more readily available under more benign conditions. 9 The individual in focus under such a scenario (i.e., the detainee, prisoner, or suspect) can be forced to say and do practically anything; they are, by definition, forced into a state of compliance. Obtaining a prisoner's compliance was, in fact, the primary focus of Chinese and North Vietnamese interrogators during the Korean and Vietnam Wars, respectfully.
10 Under severe duress, a number of Allied prisoners, in accordance with the directions of their interrogators, made oral and written statements about American chemical and biological warfare programs and attacks that were complete fabrications.
11
Coercion is a horrifically effective means of gaining compliance. Compliance, however, is useful only in generating propaganda (i.e., that which a country or culture considers to be truth, but is not necessarily true). In contrast, the interrogator seeking to benefit from an individual's memory of what is true must establish the type of relationship that would lead to cooperation. This, then, leads to the second argument against coercion, and one that demonstrates why a rapport-based model of interrogation might be considered an absolute requirement in the pursuit of useful information. Just as signals intelligence seeks to gather in- 13 interrogation seeks the accurate, comprehensive, and unbiased information about people, places, and plans stored in the memory of a detained individual. A major challenge in this regard-one an interrogator overlooks to his or her detriment-is the fact that, according to behavioral scientists, the human memory is fragile and can often prove to be unreliable.
14 This is true even under benign, non-threatening circumstances.
15
Research psychologists have consistently demonstrated that personal and environmental stressors may significantly diminish the ability of any individual to accurately recall detailed information. 16 Putting this into an operational context, a detainee who has been subjected to sleep deprivation, overt threats, dietary manipulation, and extended interrogations is unlikely to be able to reliably and fully report information he may possess even if they desired to do so.
Similarly, a full exploration of that memory cannot be accomplished through the mechanism of forced compliance; access to an individual's memory cannot be forced. Rather, in a very real sense, the interrogator must be invited in, and this requires the bridge of cooperation. Within the context of an interrogation, a constructive measure of cooperation-or operational accord-is the key to crossing the bridge from detachment to engagement. While the reasons why an individual may decide to cooperate with an interrogator are vast, from trust and affiliation to pragmatism and expediency, the ability to take full advantage of a source's knowledgeability rests almost entirely on their willingness to open this door.
Thus, a useful framework for effective interrogation must incorporate two critical components. First, the interrogator must employ a strategy to win the individual's cooperation ( compliance). Second, the nature of that strategy must exclude means that would substantially undermine the individual's physical, emotional, or psychological stability. In other words, the effort to earn the individual's cooperation must not simultaneously diminish their ability to recall fully and accurately the information sought by the interrogator. From this perspective, a coercive approach has the quality of a Catch-22 scenario. The stress imposed upon a prisoner to force them to respond may also be expected to compromise their constructive recall ability. Apart from the significant legal and moral elements that would argue against the use of coercive interrogation methods, it is also fundamentally an operationally ineffective approach. In essence, if the intended outcome is the production of propaganda (or at least a recitation of the interrogator's preconceived truths), then the overarching theme must be one of coercion to achieve compliance. In contrast, if the intended outcome is the gathering of what is true (i.e., accurate information and useful insights that may or may not be what the interrogator expected or desired), then the overarching theme must be one informed by enlightened cultural finesse to elicit an individual's cooperation.
With respect to the third question posed at the beginningare interrogation and human rights incompatible interests-we are at what the former CEO of Intel Corporation, Andy Grove, would describe as a strategic inflection point. 17 We either continue down a path that has been, at best, problematic or we carefully reexamine our policies and doctrine governing the interrogation and detention of detainees. Sadly, while I can make a strong argument against the employment of forceful interrogation methods, we do not know by any objective measure which paradigm-rapportbased approaches or coercion-is fundamentally more effective. That is to say, neither approach is based on science.
At the same time, we can say with a far greater degree of certainty that the revelations of prisoner abuse, secret prisons, and extraordinary renditions have not only enraged our current and potential adversaries (e.g., images of the abuses at Abu Ghraib continue to be used as a primary recruiting theme targeting young, Muslim males in Europe 
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ing wedge between the United States and even its closest allies. 19 Until the operational question can be reliably answered, the ongoing geo-strategic costs of an ill-conceived approach to interrogation would alone argue for a foundational change. What then, is the way ahead? Perhaps one of the most useful frameworks for addressing this important policy issue would be one borrowed from the philosopher, Aristotle. Since interrogation is an integral part of the larger strategic communications campaign, Aristotle's three-point approach to the art of rhetoric is a relevant starting point. 20 The first element is logos, or an appeal based on reason and logic. In the art and science of interrogation, the emphasis has long been on the former while the latter has been largely neglected. From what I've learned through extensive archival research, the last significant scientific study of interrogation was completed in the 1950s. 21 Imagine the advances since then just in the broad field of behavioral science and how those new understandings might inform a contemporary model of interrogation. The American way of interrogation must reflect a logical approach that judiciously integrates law and science to generate a new standard. Why argue for exceptions to long-standing international law on the treatment of detainees if an objective assessment of the excepted form of treatment demonstrates that it does not consistently produce the desired operational outcome (and would concomitantly prove politically counterproductive)?
The second element is pathos, or an intuitive sense for the hopes and fears of others. This suggests that those who conduct interrogations on our behalf need to possess a strong level of empathy and even sympathy (what Major Sherwood Moran, the famed World War II Marine Corps interrogator in the Pacific referred to as "sympathetic common sense" 22 ). It is exceptionally difficult to legislate morality. No single individual owns the moral compass by which all others must navigate through life and I certainly do not pretend to serve in that capacity on this or any other issue. None-theless, beyond the realm of laws and practical concerns, the international community will judge whether our actions reflect a humane approach to the difficult challenges before us. Mr. George Frenkel, another World War II-era interrogator, captured this salient point here in an observation offered during a 2007 veteran's reunion: "During the many interrogations, I never laid hands on anyone. We extracted information in a battle of the wits. I'm proud to say I never compromised my humanity." 23 While addressing the topic of humane treatment, it is important to note that one of the most critical yet often overlooked points in the larger debate over detainee policy is the concept of reciprocity. There is, to be sure, no guarantee that an American citizen held in detention by a foreign power or non-State actor will be humanely treated just because that is standard to which we hold ourselves. At the same time, flagrant violations of international norms have forced us to yield the moral high ground and would leave the nation poorly positioned to seek the support of the world community if Americans were held in indefinite detention and subjected to harsh treatment. While this did not stop the North Vietnamese from torturing U.S. military personnel during the Vietnam War, 24 our steadfast resistance to responding in kind led us to achieve a sense of moral victory within an otherwise difficult and controversial conflict.The final element is ethos, or a standard of ethics. As with the professions of law and medicine, interrogation can trace its history back to antiquity; unlike these professions, however, it lacks both an objective knowledge base (the logos noted above) and an overarching and inviolate standard of conduct that governs the activities of its practitioners. Had such a standard of ethical conduct been in place, one might expect that the series of abuses that have occurred since the attacks on September 11th could have been prevented. I strongly endorse the concept of creating a small corps of carefully selected, well-educated, and extensively trained individuals to conduct strategic and operational level interrogation on behalf of the U.S. Intelligence Community writ large. Adhering to a truly professional framework, the development of a professional cadre would include mentored professional development, continuing education, a rigorous standard of ethics, and active oversight. Both the potential gains and losses are of such magnitude that anything else is indefensible.
The legendary master of strategy, Sun Tzu, emphasized the need for the wise sovereign or esteemed general to know both himself and the enemy. If this proves to be the case, he wrote, victory can be anticipated in every battle. 25 If the sovereign or general knows himself but not the enemy, or knows the enemy but not himself, victory can only be expected in 50 of 100 battles. 26 And if the sovereign or general knows neither himself nor his enemy, victory will at best be elusive. 27 How well have we followed this sage advice? Many would agree that we know so little about an adversary that speaks a language few in the West understand, emerges from a culture far removed from our own, and has a fundamentally different view of the modern, globalized world. If Sun Tzu's calculus is correct, we can expect to be victorious only half the time.
The more vexing question, however, is how well do we know ourselves? What actions are we willing to take in what is now being referred to as "the long war?" How far are we willing to drift from the standards of conduct we have long claimed to embrace? Until we are prepared to resolutely answer these questions, can we expect victory to be anything but elusive?
In my view, the answer to our current challenge rests in the wisdom of yet another ancient philosophical text, the Tao Te Ching. In chapter 33, the author, Lao Tse, offers the following insights:
Knowing others is intelligence; knowing ourselves is true wisdom.
Mastering others is strength; mastering ourselves is true power.
28
I close, then, by encouraging us to end our obsession with intelligence and strength and instead seek to embrace true wisdom and true power. Anything less is beneath us. 25 
